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Dear Sir: 



In an Office Action mailed on September 11, 2001, claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-11, 13, 15, 17-19 
and 21-23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Thro; and claims 2, 6, 
8, 12, 14, 16, 20 and 24 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Thro. 
These rejections are discussed in the corresponding sections below. 

§ 102 Rejections : 

In the latest Office Action, the Examiner states that the determining act of claim 1 is 
taught by the language of Thro that discusses the determining a priority between a frame rate and 
a resolution for video frame. However, the Assignee requests the Examiner to read each claim in 
its entirety. For example, claim 1 recites "determining whether it is possible to transmit data at a 
requested resolution and a requested frame rate." However, simply selecting a priority between a 
frame rate and a resolution rate does not disclose determining whether it is possible to transmit 
data at a requested resolution and a requested frame rate. Thus, the Assignee requests 
withdrawal of the corresponding § 102 rejection of claim 1 . Likewise, as pointed out in the last 
reply, Thro does not teach the limitations of claims 7, 13 and 19 and thus, withdrawal of these 
corresponding rejections is requested. For the same reasons, Thro does not teach or suggest the 
limitation of claim 19, and thus withdrawal of the § 102 rejection of claim 19 is requested. 
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§ 103 Rejections : 

The Examiner maintains the § 103 rejections based on the combination of Thro and the 
alleged general level of skill in the art. However, to establish a prima facie obviousness 
rejection, the Examiner must show some suggestion or motivation to modify Thro in the 
prescribed manner. M.P.E.P. § 2143. Because the Examiner has not made the showing, the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness. The Examiner also improperly 
relies on the alleged general level of skill in the art, as "rarely, however, will the skill in the art 
component operate to supply missing knowledge or prior art to reach an obviousness judgment." 
All-Site Corp. v. VSI Infl, Inc., 50U.S.P.Q.2d 1161, 1171 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 



In view of the foregoing, the Assignee requests withdrawal of the §§102 and 103 
rejections and a favorable action in the form of a Notice of Allowance. The Commissioner is 
authorized to pay any additional fees or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 20-1504 
(INTL-0045-US). 



CONCLUSION 




T^pp, Pruner & Hu, P.C. 
8554 Katy Freeway, Suite 
Houston, TX 77024 
713/468-8880 [Phone] 
713/468-8883 [Fax] 



2 



